How does education affect racial attitudes? Past research addressing the impact of education on racial attitudes has focused almost exclusively on Whites' attitudes toward Blacks, neglecting important racial minority populations. This study transcends this narrow focus by analyzing the effect of education on beliefs about negative racial stereotypes, discrimination and racial preference policies among Whites, Blacks, Hispanics and Asians. Data from the Multi-City Study of Urban Inequality 1992-1994 indicate that there are important racial differences in the relationship between education and inter-group attitudes. Whites and Blacks with an advanced education were more likely to reject negative out-group stereotypes, but the link between education and beliefs about racial stereotypes was less consistent among Hispanics and Asians.
INTRODUCTION
Hispanics, occupy a position in the United States racial hierarchy that is closer to that of Whites than to Blacks (Lee and Bean 2007) . Because of their more advantageous (relative) social positions, Asians and Hispanics may be more likely to embrace a meritocracy from which they are more likely to benefit as a group (Cross and Slater 1995) . However, these racial groups are very heterogeneous in terms of nativity and socioeconomic status, and they share in common with Blacks the experience of racism and discrimination which is also likely to have an important influence on their evaluation of affirmative action policies. What incorporating Asians and Hispanics into the group conflict paradigm demonstrates is that it is no simple matter to identify the interests of groups that occupy intermediate positions in the racial hierarchy.
Depending on their social position, a subordinate group's interests may be more or less opposed to the interests of the dominant group. Indeed, several studies have documented racial differences in support for affirmative action policies that mirror the racial hierarchy-Whites are the least supportive, followed by Asians, Hispanics and Blacks who are the most supportive (Bobo 1998; Lopez and Pantoja 2004) . By studying Whites, Blacks, Hispanics and Asians together, we can better understand how group interests, education and the dominant ideology interact to shape inter-group attitudes.
Previous research on education and racial policy attitudes also suffers from several measurement and methodological deficiencies. Many past studies have analyzed survey questions about discrimination, stereotypes and racial policies that make reference to a single group-Blacks (Kane 1995; Schuman et al. 1997; Tuch, Sigelman and Martin 1997) . However, negative stereotypes and discrimination impact all racial minorities, and affirmative action programs never single out particular groups as the sole beneficiaries in the real world.
Measuring attitudes using questions that reference a single racial group does not fully capture the dynamic array of attitudes that emerge in a multiracial social context. This study attempts to overcome this limitation by analyzing a battery of survey items that reference Blacks, Hispanics and Asians separately. Another limitation of past research involves the use of ordinary least squares (OLS) multiple regression to model categorical response variables (e.g., Jackman and Muha 1984; Kane 1995) . Categorical response variables, such as the ordinal Likert-scaled survey items that are frequently used to measure racial attitudes, violate the OLS regression assumption of conditional normality. Several other problems are common when OLS regression is used to model discrete outcomes including heteroskedasticity, which can lead to inappropriate inferences, and nonsensical predicted values. To avoid the difficulties of using OLS regression models for discrete responses, this study uses ordinal logistic regression to model the effect of education on racial attitudes. Using data from the Multi-City Study of Urban Inequality 1992-1994, I estimate and compare the association between education and beliefs about negative racial stereotypes, labor market discrimination and support for preferential hiring policies among Whites, Blacks, Hispanics and Asians. By estimating the effect of education on racial attitudes among multiple minority groups, this study addresses the relative scarcity of research on the correlates of minorities' racial attitudes.
Several hypotheses follow from the theory and empirical research on the relationship between education and inter-group attitudes discussed above. First, among all racial groups, I expect education to be positively associated with both rejection of negative racial stereotypes and perceptions of discrimination. Second, consistent with the ideological refinement approach, I
expect that education will have a zero or negative association with support for racial preference policies among all racial groups. This expectation is also consistent with the results of previous research which indicate that higher levels of education are associated with less favorable attitudes toward affirmative action policies among Whites and Blacks (Jackman 1978; Jackman and Muha 1984; Kane 1995; Schuman et al. 1997; Tuch, Sigelman and Martin 1997) . Third, recognizing the potential for differential congruency between the dominant ideology and a group's social position, I expect there to be racial differences in the effect of education on groupbased policy attitudes. In particular, I expect there to be a more notable negative association between education and support for racial preferences among Whites and Asians because meritocratic ideology is more consistent with their group position. By contrast, I expect the negative relationship between education and support for racial preferences to be less notable for Blacks and Hispanics because of the countervailing influence of their group interests.
METHOD

Data
I use data from the Multi-City Study of Urban Inequality 1992-1994 (MCSUI), a cross-sectional study based on multi-stage area probability samples of households in Detroit, Atlanta, Los Angeles, and Boston (Holzer et al. 2000) . The MCSUI oversampled census tracts and census blocks with high concentrations of Blacks, Hispanics and Asians in order to generate larger numbers of these respondents. A household survey was successfully administered via personal interview to 2,790 non-Hispanic Whites, 3,111 non-Hispanic Blacks, 1,783 Hispanics, and 1,124
Asians who were at least 21 years old. The raw response rates ranged from 68% to 78% in the four cities. I excluded a small number of respondents who identified as "other race" to yield a total analytic sample of 8,808 White, Black, Hispanic and Asian adults.
The MCSUI has several advantages over other surveys commonly used for the analysis of racial attitudes, such as the General Social Survey (GSS) or the American National Election Studies (ANES). First, the MCSUI obtained attitudinal information from large samples of Blacks, Hispanics and Asians, which allows for a more comprehensive analysis of minority group racial attitudes. Although inferences from the MCSUI strictly apply to only four metropolitan areas while results from the GSS and ANES can be generalized on a national level, for the purposes of the present study, the ability to obtain reliable estimates from a diverse group of respondents outweighs the MCSUI's more limited geographic scope. Second, the MCSUI contains a wide variety of questions about different racial attitudes that reference Blacks, Hispanics and Asians separately in the question text. The use of survey items measuring attitudes toward Blacks, Hispanics and Asians may provide new insight into the mediating role of group interests in the association between education and inter-group attitudes.
Variables
I focus on three sets of response variables that reference Blacks, Hispanics and Asians separately: (1) beliefs about whether a group prefers to live on welfare or be self-supporting, (2) beliefs about the amount of discrimination a group encounters in the labor market and (3) attitudes toward racial preferences in hiring and promotion. The exact text of these survey items is contained in Appendix A. The first set of items measure a common racial stereotype related to work ethic, whether or not a group prefers to live on welfare or be self-supporting, on an ordinal scale ranging from 1 (prefers to live on welfare) to 7 (prefers to be self-supporting). Because there were few observations in the extremes of the scale, I collapsed categories to create a threelevel ordinal variable where higher values indicate that a respondent thinks members of the referenced group are less inclined to be self-supporting. For beliefs about discrimination, respondents were asked whether a group encounters "a lot," "some," "only a little," or "no" discrimination that hurts their chances of getting a good job. These four-level ordinal variables were coded such that higher values indicate a greater degree of perceived discrimination against the referenced group. Attitudes toward preferential hiring and promotion for a particular group were measured on a scale ranging from 1 (strongly favor) to 5 (strongly oppose). These measures were also recoded into three-level ordinal variables because of sparseness in the extremes of the five-point scale such that the values 1, 2 or 3 respectively indicate that a respondent "opposes," "neither favors nor opposes" or "favors" racial preferences.
Education, the independent variable of interest, was measured in years and ranges from 0 (no formal education) to 17 years or more. In multivariate analyses, education is expressed as a set of dummy variables for "less than high school" (<12 years), "high school graduate" (12 years), "some college" (13-15 years) and "college graduate" (>16 years). By expressing education as a set of dummies, I can observe any nonlinearity in its effects. Control variables include gender, age, employment status, political ideology, family income, race of interviewer and nativity. Each of these variables has been identified as an important correlate of racial attitudes (Klineberg and Kravitz 2003; Lopez and Pantoja 2004; Schuman et al. 1997 ). Gender and employment status were coded as dummies, 1 for female and 0 for male, and 1 for currently employed and 0 for not employed. Political ideology was measured on a 7 point scale ranging from 1 (extremely liberal) to 7 (extremely conservative). Due to small numbers of respondents in the extremes of the scale, response categories were collapsed into a single dummy variable with 1 for "liberal" and 0 for "moderate" or "conservative." Race of interviewer was expressed as a series of dummies for Black, Hispanic and Asian interviewers, with White interviewers as the reference category. Nativity was coded as a dummy variable indicating whether a respondent was born in the United States. Family income was measured in intervals ranging from 1 (less than $4,999) to 20 ($150,000 or more). Values (in dollars) were assigned based on the mid-point of the response intervals. Table 1 
Analysis
The three sets of response variables in this study were measured with discrete ordered scales.
Plausible models for ordinal dependent variables include cumulative logit models and cumulative probit models. Cumulative probit models generally provide fits similar to cumulative logit models, but parameter interpretation is simpler with cumulative logits (Agresti 2002, p. 283) . Thus, I use the proportional odds model (i.e., ordinal logistic regression), a particular type of cumulative logit model that uses all cumulative logits simultaneously. If is a variable with ordered response categories, then the cumulative logits are defined as
and the proportional odds model has the form
where is vector of covariates, is an intercept term for the ℎ cumulative logit and is a vector of parameters to be estimated from the data. The proportional odds model allows different intercepts for each cumulative logit where decreases in because the cumulative probabilities necessarily decrease in . The unique feature of this model is that it constrains the effect parameters to be the same for each cumulative logit, that is, the model includes a single coefficient for each covariate. This constraint is based on the proportional odds assumption (or the parallel regressions assumption) that the effect of each covariate in is the same across the − 1 cumulative logits. The advantage of the proportional odds model over other cumulative logit models that do not constrain the parameters to be constant across cumulative logits is that effects are much easier to summarize and interpret. However, this constraint is sometimes a poor fit and the model may need to be generalized to include separate effects for each cumulative logit (Agresti 2002, p. 275-282) .
For each racial group, I estimated by maximum likelihood (ML) proportional odds models of the effect of education on beliefs about whether a group prefers to live on welfare or be self-supporting, perceptions of discrimination, and support for racial preferences in hiring and promotion, controlling for the above mentioned factors. Wald tests were conducted to evaluate the validity of the proportional odds assumption (Brant 1990; Long 1997) . In several models, these tests indicated that more complex models which allow the education coefficients to vary across the − 1 cumulative logits provided a better fit to the data. However, if the coefficients from more complex models are not substantially different across cumulative logits in practical terms, the parsimony of the proportional odds model is preferred. For models in which the proportional odds assumption appeared to be violated, generalized ordered logit models were estimated with separate effect parameters for each cumulative logit. Generalized ordered logit models have the form
where the vector of coefficient parameters is now indexed by . In general, the separate coefficient estimates for the effect of education from the generalized ordered logit models were not substantially different. Thus, only the results from the proportional odds models are reported.
Coefficients from the proportional odds model are cumulative log odds ratios which can be interpreted in several ways. At a very simple level, the direction of a coefficient indicates whether the probability of being in a response category higher than is increasing or decreasing in levels of the covariate. Coefficients on the log odds scale can also be converted to cumulative odds ratios by solving exp� � � and interpreted as the multiplicative effect on the cumulative odds associated with a unit change in the covariate. Examining a profile of predicted probabilities is another useful way to interpret proportional odds models. Estimated cumulative probabilities can be computed by solving
Because several covariates (family income, nativity) had a nontrivial amount of missing data, multiple imputation ( Tables 5, 6 , and 7 contain cumulative log odds ratios, adjusted standard errors, and estimated probabilities from the (unweighted, MI combined) proportional odds models of the effect of education on stereotypical beliefs, perceptions of discrimination, and racial policy attitudes. There are several clear patterns in these data. First, there is substantial target group variation in beliefs about work ethic within racial groups. Few respondents of any race say that Asians prefer to be on welfare and majorities of all racial groups say that Asians prefer to be selfsupporting which is consistent with prior research finding that Asians are perceived to be a "model minority" (Wong et al. 1998) . Second, there are also large cross-race differences in beliefs about a group's work ethic. In general, Black and White respondents are less likely to say that racial out-groups prefer to be on welfare and more likely to say that they prefer to be Beliefs about discrimination in the labor market are summarized in Table 3 . Asian respondents perceive lower levels of discrimination than any other group. For example, only a slight majority (51%) of Asians say that Hispanics face some or a lot of discrimination, compared to 73% of Whites, 75% of Blacks and 85% of Hispanics. White, Black and Hispanic respondents are also far more likely than Asians to say that Blacks are discriminated against. In addition to variation by race of respondent, there is also important target group variation in levels of perceived discrimination. Overall, respondents are most likely to say that Blacks and Hispanics encounter discrimination, where more than 70% of all respondents say that these groups face some or a lot of discrimination. Fewer respondents report that Asians are actively discriminated against. Black and Hispanic respondents are also more likely to say that there is a lot of discrimination directed at their respective in-groups. Over 60% of Black respondents say that Blacks are discriminated against a lot compared to 43% of Hispanic respondents. By contrast, 55% of Hispanic respondents say that Hispanics face a lot of discrimination compared to 34% of Black respondents. These results show that respondent race and target group race (as well as the interaction between the two) influence beliefs about discrimination. The descriptive statistics presented here offer a basic overview of group differences in racial attitudes and indicate that there is substantial racial and target group variation. The hierarchical pattern of racial differences in policy attitudes is consistent with group conflict expectations that support for such policies is determined by a group's social position. In order to address the central focus of this study, I next examine the association between education and racial attitudes among all four minority groups. These analyses address the above hypotheses that higher levels of education are associated with rejection of racial stereotypes, greater recognition of discrimination, and less support for group-based remedial policies. 
RESULTS
Descriptive Analyses of Inter-group Attitudes
Education and Racial Stereotypes
Education and Perceptions of Discrimination
Results from the models of beliefs about discrimination are presented in Table 6 . In general, for Whites, Blacks and Asians, those with a higher education perceive a greater degree of discrimination against racial minorities. Among Whites, the college educated are significantly more likely to report that Blacks, Hispanics and Asians face some or a lot of discrimination that hurts their chances of getting a good job. For Black respondents, an advanced education is associated with significantly higher levels of perceived discrimination against Hispanics and Asians; perception of discrimination against Blacks is nearly universal, with over 90%
(estimated) of Black respondents at all levels of education reporting that their racial in-group faces some or a lot of discrimination. College educated Asians are also significantly more likely to say that minority groups are discriminated against. For example, an estimated 64% of Asians who have completed college think that Blacks experience some or a lot of discrimination compared to 44% of Asians with less than a high school education. The relationship between education and beliefs about discrimination is less consistent among Hispanic respondents.
Hispanics with an advanced education are no more likely to say that racial minorities are discriminated against than their less-educated counterparts. In general, these data indicate that education is associated with a greater degree of perceived discrimination among all racial groups except for Hispanics. Table 7 contains coefficient estimates and predicted probabilities from the models of support for racial preferences in hiring and promotion. These results indicate that education is not associated with greater support for racial preferences among any group in the study-this despite the greater propensity for those with a higher education to say that discrimination makes it more difficult for racial minorities to get good jobs. In fact, there is evidence that Whites, Blacks and Hispanics with a more advanced education are significantly less likely to support racial preferences compared to their peers with lower levels of education. Among Black respondents, the estimated probability of favoring racial preferences targeting Blacks is 0.73 for those with less than a high school education and 0.66 for those who have completed college. Education does not appear to be associated with racial preferences targeting out-groups among Black respondents. For
Education and Support for Racial Preferences
Hispanics, those with a more advanced education are much less likely to support racial preference policies. For example, an estimated 56% of Hispanics with less than a high school education favor preferences targeting their in-group compared to 43% of those who have completed college. Among White respondents, the effect of education appears to be somewhat nonlinear, where those with middling levels of education are the least supportive of racial preference policies. For Asians, the education coefficients are in the hypothesized direction, but there are no significant differences in support for preferential hiring by level of education. Thus, these results provide no evidence that an advanced education is associated with more supportive attitudes toward group-based redistributive policies; rather, those with the lowest levels of education have the most favorable attitudes toward racial preferences in hiring and promotion.
Furthermore, there is little evidence that well-educated Whites and Asians are any more opposed to racial preference policies than Blacks and Hispanics with a higher education.
DISCUSSION
The results presented here do not provide much support for the empowerment perspective that an advanced education will enable racial minorities to become more astute critics of inequality. An advanced education was associated with rejection of racial stereotypes for Whites and Blacks, but it had no impact on these negative attitudes among Hispanics and Asians. And although a more advanced education was generally associated with greater perception of discrimination, education had no effect on support for preferential hiring policies designed specifically to overcome discrimination in the labor market. In fact, among Whites, Blacks and Hispanics, the highly educated held less favorable attitudes toward racial preferences than their counterparts with very low levels of education. At a simple level, these results are partly consistent with the ideological refinement approach which contends that an advanced education may impact attitudes about inflammatory racial stereotypes and beliefs about discrimination but will have little effect on support for group-based redistributive policies. From this perspective, therefore, a formal education not only provides dominant group members with the ideological tools to subvert the redistributive demands of subordinate groups but also socializes racial minorities in such a way that their support for more radical social policies is somewhat diluted. However, without more detailed data on the reasons why racial minorities oppose certain policies, we should be very cautious about these conclusions. Although the observed relationship between education and attitudes toward group-based remedial policies is consistent with the ideological refinement approach, there are several other plausible explanations for this pattern of educational effects which I will discuss below.
One speculative explanation for the negative effect of education on policy attitudes among Blacks and Hispanics involves the stigmatization that racial minorities may experience in the workplace as a result of their presumed affirmative action status. Several researchers have identified a phenomenon related to racial preference policies termed "the stigma of incompetence" (Heilman, Block and Lucas 1992; Heilman 1997) . Minority employees are perceived by their coworkers to be less competent because of their presumed status as an "affirmative action hire." Minorities with higher levels of education are more likely to have direct experience with affirmative action programs and therefore are more likely to have experienced stigmatization. Such stigmatization may cause educated minorities to lose faith in the efficacy of preferential hiring. Thus, according to this perspective, educated minorities are less supportive of preference policies not because of certain ideological dispositions, but because they are more attuned to the negative effects of these policies.
It is important to note, however, that this explanation is not entirely independent of the ideological refinement argument. Stigmatization is not a natural consequence of racial preference policies themselves; rather, attributions of incompetence and stigmatization are the result of long-standing racial stereotypes and the sacred status of individualism and meritocracy in the work environment. In order for minority employees to be stigmatized as a result of their presumed affirmative action status, coworkers must first have a deep commitment to meritocracy and a strong belief that the extant credentialing system accurately reflects potential job performance. Furthermore, coworkers must assume that minority hires were not equally (or better) qualified for the position, or that minority employees cannot match the performance of "better qualified" White employees. These assumptions are intimately related to an advanced proclivity for individualism and meritocracy as well as negative racial stereotypes. For example, racist beliefs that Blacks have an inferior work ethic increases the chances that coworkers will assume a new minority hire was unqualified or cannot otherwise match the job performance of White employee. In the absence of negative racial stereotypes relating to attributes that affect job performance and strong commitments to meritocracy, it is unlikely that minorities would frequently suffer stigmatization in the workplace. In addition, the racist assumptions that permit attributions of incompetence obscure several of affirmative action's primary objectives: first, to overcome contemporary discrimination in the labor market and second, to compensate for systematic obstacles minorities have faced when striving to obtain the necessary qualifications for employment.
The results of this multiracial analysis are consistent with both the ideological refinement perspective and the "stigma of incompetence" explanation; however, both accounts of education and minorities' racial attitudes are highly speculative. Further research should focus on understanding the underlying sources of opposition to preference policies among minority groups. To more rigorously adjudicate between these various explanations, future research should utilize qualitative interviews or open ended survey questions that may be able to ascertain the logic and motivation underlying minorities' attitudes toward to preferential hiring, discrimination and the qualities of racial out-groups. In addition to exploring, evaluating and scrutinizing the explanations outlined in this study, future research should seek to overcome several of its limitations. By using a sample of households from four metropolitan areas, the population to which results can be generalized is somewhat restricted. Also, this study focuses on a single affirmative action policy, but there is a wide variety of such policies in different economic and educational institutions. Future research should attempt to analyze nationally representative samples of minority groups and examine a more comprehensive set of policy attitudes. Even with these limitations, the results of this analysis suggest that an advanced education is not particularly enlightening or empowering for any racial group with respect to inter-group attitudes. Hispanics prefer to be on welfare, % Notes: (1) The reported coefficients are cumulative log odds ratios with standard errors in parentheses; (2) results are based on combined estimates from 10 multiple imputation datasets; (3) models include controls for sex, age, employment status, family income, liberal/conservative political ideology, nativity, city and race of interviewer; (4) stardard errors are adjusted for clustering using the Huber-White robust variance estimate; (5) P(Y=3) is the predicted probability of a respondent saying that [GROUP] prefers to live on welfare given level of education and holding control variables at their mean; (6) bold coefficients indicate P(|Z|>z)<0.05.
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Asians prefer to be on welfare
Blacks prefer to be on welfare
Hispanics prefer to be on welfare Notes: (1) The reported coefficients are cumulative log odds ratios with standard errors in parentheses; (2) results are based on combined estimates from 10 multiple imputation datasets; (3) models include controls for sex, age, employment status, family income, liberal/conservative political ideology, nativity, city and race of interviewer; (4) stardard errors are adjusted for clustering using the Huber-White robust variance estimate; (5) P(Y>2) is the predicted probability of a respondent saying that [GROUP] faces some or a lot of discrimination given level of education and holding control variables at their mean; (6) bold coefficients indicate P(|Z|>z)<0.05. Notes: (1) The reported coefficients are cumulative log odds ratios with standard errors in parentheses; (2) results are based on combined estimates from 10 multiple imputation datasets; (3) models include controls for sex, age, employment status, family income, liberal/conservative political ideology, nativity, city and race of interviewer; (4) stardard errors are adjusted for clustering using the Huber-White robust variance estimate; (5) P(Y=3) is the predicted probability of a respondent favoring racial preferences for [GROUP] given level of education and holding control variables at their mean; (6) DAFFHHIS, DAFFHASN not included in Detroit study--sample sizes for Whites, Blacks, Hispanics and Asians on these items are 2062, 2370, 1753 and 1112, respectively; (7) bold coefficients indicate P(|Z|>z)<0.05. 
